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House of Representatives

The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, June 17, 1996, at 2 p.m.

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Sovereign of this Na-
tion, and Lord of our lives, we thank
You for outward symbols of inner
meaning that remind us of Your bless-
ings. The sight of our flag stirs our pa-
triotism and dedication. It reminds us
of Your providential care through the
years of our blessed history as a people,
but it also reminds us of our role in the
unfinished and unfolding drama of the
American dream. But it also gives us a
reminder of the privilege we share of
living in this land.

Today, on Flag Day, we repledge our
allegiance to the flag and recommit
ourselves to the awesome responsibil-
ities You have entrusted to us. May the
flag that waves above this Capitol re-
mind us that this is Your land and we
are accountable to You.

Our flag also gives us the bracing af-
firmation of the unique role of this
Senate in our democracy. We praise
You for the men and women You have
called to serve at this strategic time in
history. May they experience fresh
strength and vision. Renew the drum-
beat of Your spirit calling them to
march to the cadences of Your right-
eousness. We ask for Your blessing on
President Clinton and Vice President
GORE. God bless America. Amen.

Senate
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RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator LOTT, is
recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.
Today, there will be a period for morn-
ing business until the hour of 12 noon,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 5 minutes each. Several Senators
have requested additional time to
speak, and they are as follows: Senator
COVERDELL, or his designee, 90 minutes;
Senator BINGAMAN for 15 minutes; Sen-
ator MurRkowskl! for 15 minutes; Sen-
ator KEMPTHORNE for 10 minutes; Sen-
ator DAScCHLE, or his designee, for 20
minutes.

At 12 noon today, the Senate will re-
sume executive session and debate the
nomination of Alan Greenspan to be
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem. Under the consent agreement
reached yesterday, the vote on the
Greenspan nomination will occur on
Thursday, June 20, at 2 p.m. No rollcall
votes will occur during today’s session,
so there can be full discussion of this
nomination. However, the Senate may
be asked to consider any legislative
matters that can be cleared for action.

As a reminder for all Senators, at 10
a.m. on Tuesday, June 18, the Senate
will begin consideration of S. 1745, the
Department of Defense authorization
bill.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each,
with the exception of the following
Senators: Senator COVERDELL, or his
designee, for 90 minutes; Senator
BINGAMAN for 15 minutes; Senator MUR-
Kowskl for 15 minutes; Senator
KEMPTHORNE for 10 minutes; and Sen-
ator DASCHLE, or his designee, for 20
minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL
Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished Senator from Georgia is
recognized.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as |
understand it, the time this morning
between 9:35 and 11 o’clock is assigned
to me or my designee?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator is correct.

addressed the

HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, this
past Monday while | was on the Senate
floor, | suggested that there should be
a relevance between what public pol-
icyholders say in the pursuit of seeking
higher office and what they do if they
are fortunate enough to achieve that.

In particular, I was alluding to the
promise that this administration made
to middle America that it would sig-
nificantly lower the tax burden on the
American middle class, the vast major-
ity of our American citizens, but, in
fact, by August of the first year in of-
fice, they had totally reversed that
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promise and had, in fact, increased
taxes at historical proportions, result-
ing in most American working families
today having a higher tax burden, hav-
ing less of their paychecks in their
checking accounts than at any time in
American history.

But the administration made another
promise that it did try to keep, in all
credit. They promised to revise the
health care system in the United
States. Indeed, when they came before
the American people, their proposal
was to totally federalize or take Amer-
ican medicine and have the American
Government take it over.

So what that meant was that the
Federal Government would increase to
unprecedented proportions, that a new
entitlement would be created that
would be larger than any entitlement
in American history, including Social
Security, that 17 percent of the Amer-
ican economy would be taken over by
the Government, and for the first time,
Mr. President, the Government would
control over half the American econ-
omy.

I can remember saying at the time,
as a kid, | never believed that it would
be possible for me to be in the U.S.
Senate debating whether or not the
Government should control over half
the American economy. But, indeed,
that is what we were doing just 2 years
ago.

It was a very elaborate system that
controlled every aspect of medicine. By
the time the debate was over, Mr.
President, the American people had de-
feated President Clinton’s health care
proposals. By the time the final cast
was set, less than one-third of the
American people supported the idea.
Over two-thirds opposed it, because
they saw it for what it was, a massive
explosion in the growth of our Govern-
ment, a massive incursion into the per-
sonal affairs of every American citizen
and family and business and commu-
nity, an enormous and explosive cost.

Mr. President, at the time we were
debating this proposal, often those of
us, such as myself, were asked, “Well,
what would you do?”’ We talked about
targeted reform. We talked about mak-
ing benefits more portable so that they
could move with the employee and we
could put an end to this job lock where
a person who developed a medical prob-
lem could not move from one job to an-
other because they would not have
been able to keep their insurance.

We talked about making the insur-
ance marketplace more friendly. We
talked about making it more possible
for people to obtain insurance. We
talked about making it a guaranteed
issue, all of these targeted reforms that
we thought would modestly change the
marketplace and make it easier for un-
insured people to gain insurance.

Mr. President, this Senate and the
House have both fulfilled that promise.
They have done exactly that. They
have passed health reform that elimi-
nates job lock. It allows an ambitious
worker to leave a job and move to a
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better one without losing health cov-
erage. It allows the self-employed to
deduct on their taxes 80 percent of
their health insurance premium. This
is an egregious—an egregious—error in
the workplace. If you work for a large
company, your health premiums are
deductible, they are tax deductible. If
you work for yourself, they are not.
This corrects it. It allows the small
business with 50 or fewer employees or
the self-employed to have tax-free med-
ical savings accounts.

We have been joined by Senator
GRAMM, the senior Senator from Texas,
who wants to speak on this subject.
But let me just say that the designers
of massive Government control of the
health system are blocking this reform
proposal through parliamentary
means. They are refusing to allow the
conferees to be selected. It is because
they do not want the product of medi-
cal savings accounts, which allows the
worker or the citizen to create a sav-
ings account to help them manage
health costs, to lower health costs, to
give them more freedom in the health
care system. They do not like that. So
they have systematically blocked these
reforms that the Nation overwhelm-
ingly supports.

I find it a bit unusual that the last
vestige of those who want to make the
Government consume over half our
economy, who want to run every aspect
of our personal lives by controlling
medicine and every doctor and every
hospital, every cure that you may or
may not want to use, just cannot abide
the idea of allowing citizens this prod-
uct to make choices on their own. |
will come back to this subject in a bit.
We have been joined by the senior Sen-
ator from Texas. | yield up to 10 min-
utes to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BoND). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
thank our dear colleague from Georgia.
I want to say a few words on another
subject, but let me address the subject
at hand first. Let me say to our dear
colleague from Georgia, | do not think
he ought to be surprised.

I believe that the final battle for the
rights of man, the final determination
of whether freedom, both economic and
political freedom, will survive and
prosper on this planet is not going to
be determined on the frozen tundra of
Russia, it is not going to be determined
by debate in the Kremlin; it is going to
be determined right here on the floor of
the United States Senate.

I try to make a distinction because |
think Americans get confused about
what freedom is. Freedom is not just
the right to get up and criticize the
Government. Freedom is not just the
right to exercise political choices.
Freedom is the right to exercise eco-
nomic choices. Freedom is the right to
buy the products you choose. Freedom
is the right to spend your own money
which you have earned by the sweat of
your own brow. That is what we are
talking about here today.

(Mr.
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I think probably most people are to-
tally confused about what this debate
is. Our Democratic colleagues are hop-
ing they are. Because what this debate
is all about is freedom. There are some
Members of the U.S. Senate who are for
it and there are some Members of the
U.S. Senate who, in its economic mani-
festation of the right of people to
choose what kind of health insurance
they want, are against it.

Senator KENNEDY and the Democrats
are saying, in holding up the con-
ference on a health care bill that
passed the Senate 100 to 0—100 to 0—he
is saying that he is opposed to it be-
cause if we go to conference with the
House to work out our differences,
medical savings accounts could end up
in the bill.

What are medical savings accounts?
What we are talking about here is sim-
ply the right of people to choose be-
tween buying a low-deductible health
insurance policy, which for a family of
four costs about $4,200 a year, where
the insurance company starts paying
almost immediately if somebody in
your family gets sick. That is conven-
tional health insurance. It has one big
problem, and that is, once you are sick,
you are spending somebody else’s
money. You have no incentive to be
conscientious. Costs are exploding.

Just imagine if you went to the gro-
cery store, and you had a grocery in-
surance policy. For everything you put
in your basket, the grocery insurance
policy paid 95 percent of it. You would
eat differently, and so would your dog.
But what would happen is, grocery in-
surance would explode in cost. That is
exactly what has happened in health
insurance.

What we are trying to do is to let
people, especially young people who do
not have much money, buy a new kind
of health insurance policy that would
have a higher deductible. You could
buy a Blue Cross-Blue Shield policy,
with a $3,000 deductible, for about $2,200
a year rather than the $4,200 a year you
are paying for by buying the com-
prehensive low-deductible policy.

Why $2,000 less? Because a lot of that
is, for all practical purposes, prepaid
medicine. What we are proposing is
that people be able to take that $2,000
they save and put it into a tax-free sav-
ings account and use it to pay
deductibles. But the magic, almost
magical power of it, is that if they do
not use the money for medical pur-
poses, they get to keep it. So unless
they get very sick, 92 percent of Amer-
ican families would never spend beyond
their medical savings account in a
year. So unless they get very sick, they
have an incentive to be cost conscious
because they are spending their own
money.

Here is the point. We are not trying
to make people buy medical savings ac-
counts. There is nothing in our pro-
posal that makes anybody buy it. What
we are trying to do is to let them do it.
This is about freedom.

Senator KENNEDY and the Democrats
claim, ‘““Oh, this program only helps
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rich people.”” Have you ever noticed
that everything Democrats are against
supposedly helps rich people? They did
not want to cut taxes on working fami-
lies, a $500 tax credit per child, because
they say that helps rich people. If they
want to raise taxes, of course, they
claim they are taxing only rich people.

In any case, do rich people care about
this? What difference does it make to
rich people whether they buy a low-de-
ductible or high deductible policy? By
definition, if you are rich, you have a
lot of money. It cannot make possibly
any difference.

But let me tell you who it makes a
difference to. | have a son who just
turned 23 years old. He is off my insur-
ance policy. For the first time in his
life, he is trying to decide how he is
going to get health insurance and how
he is going to buy it. He is as healthy
as most 23-year-old males and females
are. Why not allow him to buy a high-
deductible policy and take the savings,
put them into a medical savings ac-
count and build up a nest egg to go to
graduate school, or to try to start a
business, or to buy a home when he
gets married?

When we debated this subject before,
I had quotes from two so-called rich
people who use medical savings ac-
counts. One of them was a united mine
worker, because the United Mine Work-
ers Union has medical savings ac-
counts, but they do not get fair tax
treatment on them. They have to pay
taxes on them. The other was a part-
time bus driver. They were arguing
they ought to be treated fairly, and |
agree with them and not with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, who is ob-
jecting to letting us appoint conferees
and bring this bill up.

The second argument is, well, look,
this helps young people and healthy
people. Who does not have health in-
surance? Basically, young healthy peo-
ple are not buying health insurance be-
cause, A, they do not think they need
it right now and, B, they cannot afford
it. Why not have a policy available
that may not be used by everybody, but
that will be used by young people so
that they can buy basic coverage. The
Democrats’ solution is to guarantee
that they can buy insurance in the fu-
ture once they get sick rather than
now when they are young and healthy,
but at the cost of charging everybody
else higher rates.

We need medical savings accounts,
and this is about freedom. The Demo-
crats want the Clinton-type health
care bill. That is what they want. And
they know medical savings accounts
move us toward private family deci-
sions. They want Government deci-
sions. That is what this debate is
about, and if you believe in freedom,
you are with us.

INTERNATIONAL DEPARTURE TAX

Mr. GRAMM. Now, | want to turn to
another subject. The President has put
out a new list of savings measures, and
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among the savings measures is an
international departure tax increase—
$2.3 billion of savings. Now, you might
ask, what does a tax increase have to
do with savings? The answer is, noth-
ing. We have, in this administration, a
new language where everyday words
are changed into new words and they
have nothing to do with each other.
But this is basically a proposal to raise
taxes on international travel by impos-
ing a $10 per passenger tax on every-
body buying a round-trip ticket in
international travel, coming to the
United States and going back, or leav-
ing the United States and coming back.
Now, if you have Americans traveling,
some people assume they must be rich.
So you want to tax them. So | am not
going to get into that argument. |
think it is absurd. We know that not
everybody who travels internationally
is rich.

Let me talk about the 42,983,000 for-
eigners who come to the United States.
Well, you might say, why not tax
them? They cannot vote here, so why
not tax their money while we have
them? What do they come here for?
Well, they come here to invest, to cre-
ate jobs, and to be tourists. In fact, as
tourists, they spent $76.485 billion last
year. Why, | ask, should we be trying
to raise barriers against people who
want to come to Atlanta, or who want
to come to Houston or who want to go
to San Antonio to see the Alamo? Why
should we want to raise barriers to peo-
ple who want to come and see where
great Americans come from, like South
Carolina, and who came to the Alamo
to defend freedom—especially when
they are spending $76.485 billion on the
trip? To save my life, I do not under-
stand that.

We did a little check in asking just
one hotel manager that we happened to
be having a conversation with, who
works for Marriott Hotels in Houston,
what percentage of the people staying
in his hotels, on an average night, are
foreign nationals. He estimated that 40
percent of the people staying in Mar-
riott Hotels in Houston are foreign na-
tionals. Now, why would we want to
discourage all these people from com-
ing to America to spend money? Well,
it is interesting that by a fairly con-
servative estimate, in international
tourism alone, this tax would cost us
twice as much as the Government is
claiming to collect. | know some peo-
ple will make an argument that these
people who would make this money
from international tourism will squan-
der it. They will spend it on their chil-
dren, they might go to Disneyland,
they might invest in some private busi-
ness; and that the Government, collect-
ing half as much money from this tax
as these private citizens would earn,
will spend it wisely—on the National
Endowment for the Arts or the Legal
Services Corporation—but not getting
into those arguments, | am opposed to
this departure tax increase.

I want people to come to America. |
want people from all over the world to
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come here and see the Alamo and see
the Capitol and get to know our coun-
try and understand, personally, its
greatness, get to know Texans and
Americans, and bring that $76 billion a
year with them and spend it here.

This is a poorly designed tax that
will cost us jobs. It is a bad idea. | just
want to remind people that taking the
whole travel industry in America, we
have almost a million people em-
ployed—about 960,000 people—because
of international travelers. In fact, hun-
dreds of thousands of people are going
to come, for example, to Atlanta to the
Olympics. People are coming to many
different places around our country.
My view is, let them come, let them
spend their money when they get here.
But the idea of erecting barriers to
them coming, to collect a tax, it seems
to me, is foolhardy and should be re-
jected.

This is part of something bigger. The
Securities and Exchange Commission
now collects twice as much in their
taxes on securities as it spends to run
the SEC. None of this money the Presi-
dent calls savings through this new tax
would go to support the Federal Avia-
tion Administration—not one penny of
it. It would go to fund Government pro-
grams in general. We have fees on the
transportation of hazardous materials
that began as a relatively low figure. It
is now $300. It was initially applied to
trucks, railroads, and barges hauling
things like crude petroleum. It is now
being applied in Texas to 10,000 inde-
pendent oil producers, who do not even
transport the crude oil themselves. The
administration has proposed to raise it
to as much as $5,000 a year and collect
as much as $50 million out of my State
just from independent oil producers.
Why? Because these increased fees
could be used as taxes to fund Govern-
ment in general. They would not be
used for the purposes they were set out
for. Just like this gasoline tax we have
been trying to repeal, which is not
going to build roads, it is going to gen-
eral revenue.

My view is—and | will conclude on
this—when you collect taxes on gaso-
line, motor fuel, it ought to go to
roads. When you collect taxes on air-
line tickets, it ought to go to the FAA
to build airports, to support the infra-
structure. What is happening in this
administration is all these fees are
being raised because they want to
spend the money and they want to hide
the tax. This departure tax increase on
airline tickets is wrong. I wanted to
come down today to say | am opposed
to it, and | do not intend to see it be-
come the law of the land.

I thank my colleague from Georgia.
When all those millions of tourists
coming through Atlanta and spend all
that money, remember, | did not want
to erect the barrier.

(Mr. INHOFE assumed the chair.)

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
see the Senator from Missouri appears
to be requesting up to 5 minutes. |
yield up to 5 minutes to the Senator
from Missouri.
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Mr. BOND. | thank my colleague
from Georgia. | particularly commend
my good friend from Texas for pointing
out what we in the Midwest, as well as
the Southwest, feel so strongly about,
which is that when you raise fees on
people who use highways, it is not
pleasant. But when they go to high-
ways, we can understand what they are
being used for. If you raise fees on peo-
ple who generate hazardous waste, if it
goes to clean up hazardous waste, that
is a reasonable argument. But when it
goes to the general revenue fund, per-
mits spending and overspending in
many areas, it is a real problem.

FEDERAL RESERVE NOMINEES

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the reason
I rise today, | want to address a couple
of related subjects, things that we are
working on, and they have to do with
some of the debates that have been
going on about the nominees for the
Federal Reserve.

I have the pleasure of having as one
of my constituents a fellow Missourian,
Dr. Laurence Meyer, who has been
nominated to the Federal Reserve
Board. When we get to the discussions
of the Federal Reserve nominations
next week, |1 want to make the case
very strongly that Dr. Meyer has justly
earned a reputation as a leading econo-
mist. He has played a key role in the
development and expansion of the eco-
nomics department of Washington Uni-
versity. He has been recognized repeat-
edly by faculty, students, by the public
at large, and by his own colleagues as
a leader in these fields. His is an excel-
lent nomination. | also say that we are
very fortunate that the President has
proposed renomination and he has
agreed to accept the current Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board, Chair-
man Alan Greenspan. During his 8-year
tenure, economic performance through
administrations, Republican and Dem-
ocrat, has been outstanding because in-
flation has been kept under control.

Again, | want to address more of
Chairman Greenspan’s accomplish-
ments later on. But | want to straight-
en out a couple of misconceptions that
have been raised by others on this floor
yesterday in their debates about the
Federal Reserve. They seem to think
that growth in this country is slow be-
cause of the Federal Reserve. Mr.
President, the Federal Reserve job, as
the chief monetary regulator, is to deal
with monetary policy. Monetary policy
can be a brake or an accelerator, but it
is not the essential engine that drives
the economy of this country. That is
fiscal policy and the opportunity for
this economy to grow. We have had a
major hit to the engine of our econ-
omy. It is a hit that has happened over
the years in terms of running up the
deficit. This deficit has been out of
control. We have raised $5 trillion
worth of debt that sits on the backs of
our children, our grandchildren, and fu-
ture generations, and it serves as a
great drag on the economy right now.
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In addition, in 1990 and 1993, we put
heavy burdens of taxes on the produc-
tive sector—taxes on savings and in-
vestment, taxes particularly that hit
the small businesses that | have the
pleasure of serving on the Small Busi-
ness Committee.

Yesterday, you would have thought
that taxes and deficits did not matter,
that slow growth was the only burden
that was the legacy of the Federal Re-
serve Board. Well, that is not true. The
Federal Reserve has kept inflation
under control. We need to deal with the
deficit. Then we need to deal with
taxes that discourage investment and
savings.

That is why the third nominee for
the Federal Reserve is important. Dr.
Rivlin is currently the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget. She
has presented, on behalf of the Presi-
dent, a measure, the budget of the
President of the United States, so that
when the Congressional Budget Office
scores it and applies a trigger the Con-
gressional Budget Office said is nec-
essary to get to a balance in 2002, they
can claim that under the Congressional
Budget Office scoring and applying the
trigger that the budget will get to bal-
ance in 2002.

The problem is, as | have outlined on
this floor before, I, in the role as chair-
man of the appropriations subcommit-
tee, have asked the agencies that
would be forced to make those cuts in
future years how they plan to make
them, and they have been advised by
the Office of Management and Budget
that they are not serious about it.

Mr. President, as | have pointed out,
we have addressed letters to Dr. Rivlin,
questions as to whether the adminis-
tration is serious about balancing the
budget. Do they have a second set of
books that has cuts in a lot of other
agencies? The Veterans’ Administra-
tion has told us they are exempt; EPA,
NASA, the agencies that | have spoken
to have said the cuts are not going to
fall on them. Where are they going to
fall? Are we serious about the deficit?

We are waiting to hear whether the
Office of Management and Budget hon-
estly believes it can implement and
will begin planning for the reductions
in spending necessary to balance the
budget.

That, in my view, will depend upon
how | vote, at least for one, on the con-
firmation of the Budget Director to be
a Member of the Federal Reserve
Board.

I thank the Chair. | yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it
is my understanding that the Presiding
Officer has some business before the
Senate. | am going to suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum so | might relieve
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COoVERDELL). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | have a
couple of comments to make about the
comments that were made previously
by the Senator from Texas. Before that
I have a little bit of business to take
care of of a different nature.

THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENT
EDUCATION ACT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, yester-
day | introduced legislation to reau-
thorize the National Environment Edu-
cation Act. | am joined by most of the
members of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee and will probably
have all of those Members as cospon-
sors of this legislation in a very short
time.

The reason | am doing this is that
there has been a lot of criticism that
we are getting that there is too much
emanating from Washington on our en-
vironmental laws and environmental
education. People have said we are
brainwashing our children. | feel that
the better way to do this is to have this
money going to the local level so that
the curriculum can be determined by
the local level.

I can remember several scary stories
about students coming home from
school in the Northwest who happened
to be sons or daughters of people work-
ing in the lumber industry saying that
it is sinful to cut down any tree, and
this type of thing. This is the type of
thing that has to be stopped. | believe
the only way we are going to be able to
successfully do this is to reauthorize
this legislation so that the safeguards
are built in that anything that is used
in the education of our young people
has to be based on scientific facts and
not just the normal scare type of
things that we have been getting. So |
believe we will be able to control this
program.

This, incidentally, was introduced at
the same time by Congressman KLUG in
the House of Representatives.

Mr. President, yesterday | introduced
legislation to reauthorize the National
Environmental Education Act. | am
joined by my colleagues Senators
CHAFEE, LIEBERMAN, FAIRCLOTH,
KEMPTHORNE, MOYNIHAN, and REID. And
I am joined on the House side by my
colleague, Congressman ScoTT KLUG of
Wisconsin, who introduced an identical
bill in the House yesterday.

This bill will reauthorize the edu-
cational efforts at the National Envi-
ronmental Education and Training
Foundation and the EPA’s Office of En-
vironmental Education. These pro-
grams support environmental edu-
cation at the local level. They provide
grant money and seed money to en-
courage local primary and secondary
schools and universities to educate
children on environmental issues.

With the importance of the environ-
ment and the continuing debate on how
best to protect it, it is vital to educate
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our children so that they truly under-
stand how the environment functions.

Over the last few years environ-
mental education has been criticized
for being one-sided and heavy-handed.
People have accused environmental ad-
vocates of trying to brainwash children
and of pushing an environmental agen-
da that is not supported by the facts or
by science. They also accuse the Fed-
eral Government of setting one cur-
riculum standard and forcing all
schools to subscribe to their views.
This is not how these two environ-
mental education programs have
worked, and | have taken specific steps
to ensure that they never work this
way. In fact, this legislation will pre-
vent this from happening.

The programs that this act reauthor-
izes have targeted the majority of their
grants at the local level, allowing the
teachers in our community schools to
design their environmental programs
to teach our children, and this is where
the decisions should be made. In addi-
tion, the grants have not been used for
advocacy or to lobby the Government,
as other grant programs have been ac-
cused of doing.

This legislation accomplishes two
important functions. First, it cleans up
the current law to make the programs
run more efficiently. And second, it
places two very important safeguards
in the program to ensure its integrity
in the future.

I have placed in this bill language to
ensure that the EPA programs are bal-
anced and scientifically sound. It is im-
portant that environmental education
is presented in an unbiased and bal-
anced manner. The personal values and
prejudices of the educators should not
be instilled in our children. Instead we
must teach them to think for them-
selves after they have been presented
with all of the facts and information.
Environmental ideas must be grounded
in sound science and not emotional
bias. While these programs have not
been guilty of this in the past, this is
an important safeguard to protect the
future of environmental education.

Second, | have included language
which prohibits any of the funds to be
used for lobbying efforts. While these
programs have not used the grant proc-
ess to lobby the Government, there are
other programs which have been ac-
cused of this and this language will en-
sure that this program never becomes a
vehicle for the executive branch to
lobby Congress.

This bill also makes a number of
housekeeping changes to the programs
which are supported by both the EPA
and the Education Foundation which
will both streamline and programs and
make them more efficient.

The grants that have been awarded
under this program have gone to a
number of local groups. In Oklahoma
alone such organizations as the Still-
water 4-H Foundation; Roosevelt Ele-
mentary School in Norman, OK; Okla-
homa State University; the Kaw Na-
tion of Oklahoma; and the Osage Coun-
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ty Oklahoma Conservation District
have received grants for environmental
education under these programs.

This is an important piece of legisla-
tion, and | hope both the Senate and
the House can act quickly to reauthor-
ize these programs.

MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | think
that the senior Senator from Texas ar-
ticulated the MSA environment that
we are in right now with the health bill
in a very accurate way. But | believe
that he overlooked one thing. | agree
with him that we have a system that
has a built-in disincentive to save or to
get services, medical services and
health care services, that would be less
expensive. | am not any different than
anyone else. | suggest that you are
probably the same way, Mr. President.
Once you pay your deductible and you
are in the course of a year, you are
going to go out and get any kind of
health services that you need if it does
not cost you anything. So you have
something built into the system.

I cannot think of any other service or
product in America where you would
have a system built in that encourages
you to pay more. | have heard some
percentages of savings ranging between
40 and 60 percent if we could have
MSA'’s.

But the one thing the Senator from
Texas did not mention was that it also
provides another benefit to those indi-
viduals because, if someone is between
jobs or if someone gets fired from a job,
this offers portability. It is a fund that
can be drawn upon, or, if there is a cat-
astrophic illness, this can be used for
that. It is just beyond me. | have not
been able to think of one logical argu-
ment that the Senator from Massachu-
setts, Senator KENNEDY, had against
MSA’s. | could see perhaps some doc-
tors objecting to it because, obviously,
people are going to be more cost con-
scious and are not going to be getting
services they do not need. lronically,
though, 1 am proud of the medical com-
munity. | have yet to have one doctor
tell me that he did not want to have
MSA’s. They are not opposing it even
though they are the only group | could
think of who possibly would lose some
financial advantage by a system going
in place.

So | am hoping that we will be able
to get this. | cannot believe that our
entire health program is being held
hostage just because of the medical
savings account, something that bene-
fits everyone—all Americans, young,
old, rich, poor—everyone equally.

TROOPS IN BOSNIA

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | want
to repeat something in perhaps a little
bit of a different way that I mentioned
yesterday because we talked about a
lot of things on this floor that are very
significant, such as our health delivery
system and such as the deficit. But our
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Nation’s defense perhaps is the most
significant subject that we could have
to talk about.

I was so dismayed and shocked yes-
terday when | read what the President
was saying through Secretary of De-
fense William Perry that we now are
going to leave our troops over in
Bosnia for a period longer than the 12
months that they agreed to.

I am on the Intelligence Committee
and the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee. | can tell you that at the time
this happened, | could not believe that
we were sending troops into a warring
area with an exit strategy that was
geared to time, 12 months, as opposed
to events. | do not know of any time in
history that this has been the case.

So during the October 17 Senate
Armed Services Committee meeting
and several other meetings, and on the
floor, we talked about the fact that we
did not believe it was going to be a 12-
month operation. | asked specifically
Secretary Perry, as well as other peo-
ple asking him in the same meeting—
one was Senator RoBB from Virginia
and one was Senator BINGAMAN from
New Mexico—‘‘Are you absolutely com-
mitted to bringing the troops home in
12 months?”” The answer was always,
“Yes, we are committed.” It was hard
for me to believe that could be pos-
sible.

So | went over to the northeast sec-
tor of Bosnia where we were planning
at that time to send our troops. When
I got there and went up to the north-
east sector, finding out no other Amer-
ican had been up there, | found out
from General Haukland, from Norway,
who was in charge of the U.N. troops of
that sector, that, in fact, it was laugh-
able.

| said, ‘““Are you aware that our
troops are coming back in 12 months?”
He said, ‘“You mean in 12 years?”’ That
is when he drew this analogy, when he
said putting the troops in there is like
putting your hand in water, and you
leave it there for 12 months and take it
out and nothing has changed; it is still
there.

So we are making a longer term com-
mitment than the President of the
United States promised the American
people. I can tell you right now, | stood
right here on December 13 of last year
when we had the resolution of dis-
approval that was authored by the jun-
ior Senator from Texas and myself,
Senator HUTCHISON and myself. We
lacked four votes of passing a resolu-
tion of disapproval. Mr. President, we
would have had those four votes and
many more if the American people had
known, and if the Senators in this
Chamber had known, that it was going
to be a long-term proposition.

Right now it does look like it is
open-ended. We could talk about the
cost of it, we could talk about the mis-
sion, but the point is, they told us
something that they knew was not true
on December 13, at the time they
passed the program to send American
troops over into an area we have no
vital security interest in.
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I am not saying, ‘I told you so.”” | am
just saying, it was so obvious at the
time and everyone is on record and the
President is on record and John
Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, is on record and Sec-
retary Perry is on record, all of them
assuring it was going to be 12 months,
and now we know it is not going to be
12 months.

As | said yesterday, we have to serve
notice on the administration that when
they try to extend that time, we in this
Chamber will do everything we can to
support our troops who are over there,
but they are going to have a fight in
keeping our troops over there for an
undetermined period of time.

THE BUDGET

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, if | could
have just a minute or so more, | want
to mention the budget resolution that
was passed yesterday. | did not like it.
I did not say anything about it at the
time. | have to say publicly, on the
record, now, the only reason | did sup-
port it is | think that is the only way
we could have anything at all for de-
fense.

There is a very distinguished House
Member from Oklahoma, Congressman
WATTS. | think he feels the same way,
that this is the only way we can do it.
It is not a lean enough budget. It is not
one that is as good as | would like. But,
nonetheless, we went ahead and passed
it.

I think that brings up the other
point, and that is our discussion last
week on the balanced budget amend-
ment. | do not know how people can
have such a change of heart. | think
there are six Democrat U.S. Senators
who openly supported the balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
in 1994, and they voted for it. This is
the resolution that they voted for in
1994, Senate Joint Resolution 41, and
they turned right around and actively
opposed the same exact language in a
balanced budget amendment that
failed to pass by a couple of votes last
week. They tried to say it was dif-
ferent. They said this had the Nunn
amendment that addressed judicial re-
view.

I would like to read something into
the RECORD, just to make sure no one
tries to use that to make people think
this is not the same resolution that
they voted for 2 years ago and then
voted against this last week. This is
right out of the RECORD, Senator NUNN
speaking. He said:

Mr. President, as | noted last Thursday,
adoption of the balanced budget amendment
to me is very important, but | also noted
that without a limitation on judicial review,
a limitation which was accepted during our
1994 debate, when offered by Senator Dan-
forth of Missouri, we could radically alter
the balance of powers among the three
branches of government that is fundamental
to our democracy.

So those Senators that we actively
debated with, those very honorable
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Senators from West Virginia and North
Dakota and Kentucky—these are ex-
actly the same thing. | think maybe it
was a mistake that was made. A better
way to approach this would be to come
up and say, ‘“We did make a mistake, |
did not know it was the same thing,”
and perhaps we would have a chance,
still, of passing a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution. Be-
cause until we do this, until it is in the
Constitution so we do not have any
choice, we are going to continue to
play this game where we are going to
put all of our cuts in the outyears and
we are not going to be able to pass a
balanced budget.

A balanced budget amendment is the
only other way, and | hope those six
Senators who voted for and supported a
balanced budget amendment in 1994
would reconsider. With those votes, we
would be able to pass one and send it to
the States for three-fourths of the
States to ratify. | have no doubt in my
mind they would ratify it in a very
short period of time.

Mr. President, | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. COVERDELL. | commend the
Senator from Oklahoma for bringing
up the issue of Bosnia creep. | am not
going to talk about it, but | am sure we
are going to hear a lot about that in
the near term. Not only is the time in
which the troops are there being ex-
panded, but the mission is being ex-
panded as well.

If you remember, during all the testi-
mony when that decision was being
made, it was a very narrow mission.
Now we are talking about chasing
down war criminals, expanding the
mission significantly, as well as the
time.

I have to tell you that | never felt it
possible that you could have a 12-
month commitment, moving a division
like that into an area. It sounded like
you would spend the first 6 months get-
ting there and the second 6 months
leaving. So | am not surprised by this
dilemma that we found ourselves in.

The

HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
want to go back, if we might, to this
issue we are confronted with on health
care reform. The situation we are in is
this. There are three motions that
must be approved in order to get the
conferees selected, and they are all de-
batable and can be filibustered. The
Senator from Massachusetts has sug-
gested to us that the filibuster would
be put into play.

So, in a sense, he is blocking the abil-
ity for a conference to come together
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and deal with legitimate health care
reform.

It has not been mentioned here this
morning, but it needs to be mentioned
that the administration has a hand in
this, too. The administration, for what-
ever reason—and the Senator from
Oklahoma is just as baffled as I—does
not like medical savings accounts.

We know that medical savings ac-
counts will lead to an increase of those
insured among the young. As the Sen-
ator from Texas said, young people
sometimes feel immortal, and the cost
of health insurance is very high, taxes
are high, savings are down and people
look for things they can do without.
Young people feel, “Well, this is some-
thing I can do without.”

So by putting a product such as the
medical savings account into the mar-
ketplace, we know that what will hap-
pen is that many of these uninsured
will take advantage of this oppor-
tunity, this unique product.

The other point | want to make
about MSA'’s is for a large number of
people who use them, they will in-
crease their disposable income, because
those premiums that are not utilized
for health purposes are in the checking
account of the person, not somewhere
up here in the bowels of the Treasury
or in an insurance company’s coffers. It
is in the family’s checking account. So
they have access and will have access
to financial resources that they can
use to pursue their own dreams.

Here we have a situation where the
President and First Lady came forward
with a massive takeover of medicine by
the Government. It would have created
the largest entitlement in world his-
tory, which | have always found puz-
zling, because it was right at the same
time all of us, including the President,
was being told that entitlements are
out of control. We have had a report
that Social Security, Medicare, Medic-
aid, Federal retirement, and the inter-
est only on our debt will consume 100
percent of the U.S. Treasury within a
decade. And their response to that was
to create a new entitlement, the larg-
est one.

America took a look at that—new en-
titlement, massive Government spend-
ing, new taxes, more intrusion by the
Government, more dominance over our
lives on very personal matters—and
they said, ““No, we don’t want that.”
And it went down in flames.

Frankly, there is a lot of conjecture
about what the 1994 elections were all
about. I, frankly, think it was a ref-
erendum on that health takeover by
the Government. | think that had as
much to do with the change in the Con-
gress. Americans said, ‘‘Now, look,
we’re not for a greater Federal Govern-
ment. It is already too big.”

Then we come to the 104th Congress,
and in response to that, recognizing
there are issues that need addressing in
health care in our country, we put for-
ward a new proposal.

We eliminated job lock to allow
workers to move from one job to the
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other without losing their insurance.
We have addressed the absolutely in-
credulous situation where an employee
who works for a company has their in-
surance premiums deducted, but if they
happen to work for themselves, they
cannot. What kind of nonsense is that?
So we corrected that.

We created these medical savings ac-
counts so more people would have ac-
cess to the marketplace of insurance,
so that they could save money.

We allow tax deductions for long-
term health care, and we fight fraud
and abuse. It is a very, very sound pro-
posal that accomplishes the fact of let-
ting more people keep their insurance,
more people get their insurance, and
we create a friendly workplace for in-
surance.

There comes the third point. The
principal advocates for Government
health insurance do not want this to
become law, they do not want medical
savings accounts—the administration
and the Senator from Massachusetts—
something that 80 percent of the Amer-
ican public want, so they are going to
filibuster it. They are going to block it.
I guess they are hoping that maybe for-
tunes will change and they will have
another opportunity to come back and
foist that big-Government-health-run
program on America again.

These elections do have con-
sequences. | think this proposal that is
hung up by the opposition of Senator
KENNEDY and the White House is ex-
actly what America is asking for. |
think America will take note of block-
ing this opportunity.

| see, Mr. President, we have been
joined by the Senator from Arizona. |
believe he has asked for up to 20 min-
utes. So | yield 20 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President.
I thank the Senator from Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

THE WASHINGTON TAX TRAP

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, a few weeks
ago, | received a letter from Jerry Har-
bin of Phoenix, AZ, one of my constitu-
ents. Mr. Harbin works two jobs, his
wife works another job, and they earn
a modest income between them. The
Harbins, who are in their mid-fifties
contacted me because they are worried,
worried that because so much of their
earnings are eaten up by taxes, they
have been unable to save for retire-
ment. They are two, among many peo-
ple, who | hear from every day telling
me how difficult their lives are right
now and how fearful they are about
what the future has in store.

Why is it, Mr. President, that so
many families, like the Harbins, are
struggling just to keep their heads
above water? Why is it that Americans
seem to be working harder and working
longer, and yet they have less to show
for it? Why is it that more people have
to take two jobs just to make ends
meet?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

The answer, | think, can be summa-
rized in three words: The tax trap. The
tax trap. It is really very simple to ex-
plain. The harder you work, the more
taxes Washington makes you pay; the
more taxes you have to pay, the longer
and harder you have to work. Only
Washington ends up with more. As
Jerry Harbin put it, people are working
themselves into early graves just to
pay for Government programs that are
not working.

Think about what the tax trap has
done to society, to families, to working
parents. As another one of my con-
stituents, Mike Barry, of Scottsdale
put it, and | quote from a letter:

We have the greatest nation in the world
and probably the highest standard of living,
and yet because we don’t have the willpower
and discipline to make the tough decisions
to get our ‘‘checkbook’ in order, we are risk-
ing our future and the future of our children.

Mr. President, Americans were once
the most optimistic people on Earth,
but that seems to be changing. In the
America my parents knew, if you
worked hard and you played by the
rules, you had enough money left over
from your paycheck to put something
away for the future and still have
enough for the little extras in life, and
that is what the American dream was
all about. It was about making a de-
cent life for ourselves and securing a
prospect for a better life for our chil-
dren.

Why is it, then, for the first time in
our Nation’s history that an entire
generation seems to be losing con-
fidence in the future? It was not that
long ago that the largest investment
most people ever thought about mak-
ing was buying a home. If they worked
hard and saved, they could buy a house,
live the American dream.

But today that dream is out of reach
for many families. Many people are
now sending more to the tax collector
than they spend on food, clothing, and
shelter combined. Let me say that
again. They are paying more in taxes
than they spend on food, shelter, and
clothing. There is nothing left over to
save for a new home. Some people, like
Margaret Bonghi of Phoenix, are really
caught in the middle. They cannot af-
ford to buy and they do not qualify for
assistance of any kind, and yet they
cannot afford to rent either. After
taxes, there is nothing left over for her
to save.

Here are the figures, Mr. President.
In 1948, Federal taxes took about 3 per-
cent of the average family’s income.
But today, almost half of what people
earn goes to the Government in one
form or another—half. The tax trap
keeps families from buying their own
homes. It hurts young people, like 18-
year-old Jarrod Wilson in Phoenix, who
is very much upset about how much of
his earnings are taken by the Govern-
ment and wasted. He is scared about
how much of his paycheck he will be
able to keep in years to come.

High taxes are a worry for working
women who are trying to balance a ca-
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reer with family obligations. Children
are put in day care because both par-
ents have to work just to have enough
left over after taxes to pay their bills.

For decades, now, Washington has as-
sured people that it can solve every
problem with new spending or some
kind of new program. It raised taxes,
promised more, but few problems were
really solved. So it raised taxes again,
and the Government grew even bigger.
We now have a bureaucracy that in-
cludes 160 different job training pro-
grams; 240 different education pro-
grams; 300 economic development pro-
grams; and 500 urban aid programs.
Have all of these programs really made
Americans better off?

A recent audit of the Labor Depart-
ment found that about $305,000 was
spent for each participant placed in a
training-related employment program
in Puerto Rico for about 90 days. The
beneficiaries of this program were
hired to perform the menial tasks that
they had wanted to escape from by par-
ticipating in the training program in
the first place. So the program not
only failed to train people for better
jobs, it wasted millions in tax dollars
that hard-working families could have
spent on real needs.

Can Washington really afford all of
these programs? It can if it continues
to raise people’s taxes. President Clin-
ton was not in office 100 days before he
proposed the largest tax increase in the
Nation’s history, taking more of peo-
ple’s hard-earned incomes, again, to ex-
pand the size and the scope of the Fed-
eral Government.

By comparison, Republicans spent
the first 100 days last year trying to
cut spending and cut taxes only to
have President Clinton veto our bal-
anced budget and tax relief bill in the
end.

Did you ever wonder why President
Clinton and the Democrats in Congress
have been asking people to sacrifice a
little more so Washington could spend
a little more? Why? Should we not de-
mand that Government be more careful
with people’s money?

It should not surprise anyone that
more and more families find it difficult
to make ends meet, that more and
more people are forced to live from
paycheck to paycheck, and that too
many Americans want to put some-
thing away for the future but cannot,
that almost everyone feels the squeeze
from rising prices and higher taxes.
Keep in mind that the cost of the Clin-
ton administration’s policies to the
typical family is $2,600 a year in higher
taxes and lower earnings.

What then is so wrong about asking
Government to live within its means so
that people can earn more, keep more
and do more for themselves and their
families? What is wrong with fixing
problems that are broken, dismantling
programs that are unnecessary and giv-
ing the benefit back to working Ameri-
cans in the form of lower taxes?

I know there are some in Washington
who say we cannot afford a tax cut if
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we are serious about balancing the
budget. They seem to view the econ-
omy as a zero-sum game. It is a line of
reasoning that says no one can ever do
better unless someone else does worse.
If you cut one person’s taxes, then they
say you have to raise someone else’s
taxes. It is like trying to divide a pie
into ever more slices, satisfying no one
in the process.

Some of us think that we should try
to make every American better off;
that we want to grow the economy, in
effect, to make a bigger pie so that all
Americans can do better.

That is what happened during the
years that Ronald Reagan was Presi-
dent, when income tax rates were cut
25 percent across the board for every-
body. Real median family income grew
every year but one, between 1982 and
1989, rising $4,564, or 12.6 percent. That
is real median family income. It rose
over $4,500.

Inflation virtually disappeared by
1986 which, of course, protected all
Americans, but particularly senior citi-
zens on fixed incomes. Because the
economy was so much healthier, tax
revenues to the Treasury increased be-
tween $60 billion and $80 billion a year.
So actually lower tax rates resulted in
higher tax revenues to the Govern-
ment.

How can that be? It is the same thing
that happens when the manager of a
local department store schedules a sale
and he cuts the price of the products
that he sells. He does not do it to lose
money, he does it to sell more goods.
The store takes a smaller profit on
each item, but the increased volume of
sales more than makes up for the lower
prices when the store counts its re-
ceipts at the end of the day.

The same thing happens in taxes.
President Reagan cut taxes 25 percent
across the board, something that
helped to spawn the longest peacetime
expansion of our economy in the his-
tory of the country. By the end of
President Reagan’s second term in of-
fice, real gross national product had
risen by more than 4 percent. Nearly 19
million new jobs were created, over 85
percent of which were full-time jobs in
occupations with average annual sala-
ries of over $20,000 a year.

Interest rates fell, and as a result of
the healthy and growing economy, rev-
enues to the Treasury increased, as |
said, between $60 and $80 billion every
year.

That kind of growth was not unique
to the Reagan years. It was typical of
the economy’s performance during
other tax-cutting periods. For example,
President John Kennedy proposed even
bigger proportionate tax rate reduc-
tions than President Reagan’s. Income
tax rates were reduced in the 1960’s
from a range of 20 to 91 percent to a
range of 14 to 70 percent. Revenues to
the Treasury rose 66 percent by 1969.

Under Gov. Pete duPont’s adminis-
tration in Delaware in 1979, the top
State income tax rate was cut from 19.8
percent to 7.1 percent. By 1993, State
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revenues had doubled, employment in-
creased 36 percent, and welfare case-
loads fell by 40 percent.

The high-tax policies of the 1990’s
have had just the opposite effect. Real
median family income has declined
$2,108, or 5.2 percent. Since the begin-
ning of 1995, the economy has only
grown at an annual rate of about 1.6
percent. More than a third of the new
jobs that have been created have gone
not to people just entering the work-
place or just getting off welfare, but to
people who had to take an extra job
just to make ends meet. Interest rates,
which had declined during most of 1995,
are now rising again after President
Clinton vetoed the balanced budget and
the tax relief package that the Con-
gress had sent him.

In fact, until Congress forced Presi-
dent Clinton to get serious about limit-
ing Federal spending last year, deficits
were forecast at $200 billion a year in
the foreseeable future, despite record-
high taxes. What that proves is that a
sluggish economy and overspending,
not a lack of revenue, are the real
causes of the Nation’s deficit problem.

Mr. President, some economists have
proposed yet another round of income
tax rate cuts to stimulate economic
growth and to put more money back
into people’s pockets. Others have sug-
gested that more limited relief, like a
$500-per-child tax credit or a tax credit
for educational expenses, would do
more good. As Grover Norquist, who is
head of Americans for Tax Reform, re-
cently said, paraphrasing, | think, Mae
West, ““All tax cuts are good tax cuts,
and even bad tax cuts are good tax
cuts.” In other words, just about any-
thing we do to leave more money in
people’s pockets is a good thing.

But the benefit of an across-the-
board tax cut, | think, is that it
reaches out to all Americans. It treats
everyone alike, and everyone therefore
would benefit. It says to the American
people that we trust them to spend
their money in ways that is best for
themselves and their families. It would
allow people to keep more of every dol-
lar earned from their extra effort in
the workplace no matter what kind of
work they do, or from their extra in-
vestment, no matter what kind of in-
vestment they may make.

The broad nature of such a tax cut
applying to all forms of work and in-
vestment ensures that effort and cap-
ital are steered to the most productive
activities in the economy, instead of
other activities that the Government
deems the most important, through
targeted tax credits or deductions.

It also seems to me to provide the
fairest kind of tax relief. Everyone
would be treated the same. Tax rates
would be cut 15 percent across the
board, boosting take-home pay and re-
lieving a major source of anxiety
among people in middle and low in-
comes.

Notably, a 15-percent tax rate would
take revenues as a share of gross do-
mestic product back to where they
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were before President Clinton took of-
fice—to 19.2 percent from the current
20.4 percent—effectively repealing the
Clinton tax increase.

Mr. President, | want to conclude by
suggesting that an across-the-board
tax cut is probably the best way to
stimulate the economy, the best way
to boost take-home pay, the best way
to create new jobs and, in turn, the
best way to provide more revenue to
the Treasury in order to balance the
budget.

| hope that Bob Dole and President
Clinton will bring this debate to the
American people during this upcoming
campaign so that perhaps a consensus
can develop among the American peo-
ple during the next several months, so
that when the new President takes of-
fice, the new Congress comes into of-
fice next January, we will feel some
mandate to put the will of the people
into action, to provide for an across-
the-board tax cut that can benefit us
all, allow us all to keep more of our in-
come to spend as we think best for our
family, but also, as a result of the in-
crease in economic growth, to provide
more revenues to the Treasury, to pro-
vide for the needs of the people through
Government and provide for a balanced
budget.

That is the benefit of an across-the-
board marginal income tax cut. | hope
that both candidates and those in pub-
lic policy positions will seriously con-
sider this proposal as perhaps the best
single thing that we can do for the peo-
ple that we represent, the people of
America.

Mr. COVERDELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
commend the Senator from Arizona for
his very fine remarks. |1 think he is
right on target. You know, it is just be-
yond comprehension that an American
family today would work from January
1 to July 3 for the Government.

| said to somebody the other day, and
| say to the Senator from Arizona, that
July Fourth has taken on a new mean-
ing. The irony of it is that it is the
first day that a working citizen, a la-
borer, can keep their paycheck. All the
rest of them they gave away to the pol-
icy wonks and the government bureau-
crats and policymakers, from their own
local communities to the Federal Gov-
ernment, the Federal Government
being the big bully on the block.

Imagine, Thomas Jefferson would be
stunned that this situation is confront-
ing labor, that over half their wages
are consumed by the government. That
means, in a sense, half their freedom
has been—

Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes.

Mr. KYL. The Senator said it just ex-
actly right. Independence Day takes on
a new meaning. We are finally inde-
pendent. We can keep the money we
raise and spend it on our own families
instead of funding government pro-
grams.

addressed the
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Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator from
Arizona 1is absolutely correct. The
American people know this is out of
balance. They know it. You can ask
any segment, and they will say that
they ought to work from January 1 to
about March 1, about 25 percent. So it
is double what the American people are
paying, which is, of course, why the ad-
ministration promised to lower it.

But the incredulous thing is, they did
the exact reverse and gave us the high-
est tax increase in American history
and therefore have created this enor-
mous weight, this enormous economic
burden on every working family, no
matter their age or circumstance
across our land.

I do commend the Senator from Ari-
zona and notice we have been joined by
the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee. | yield up to 10 minutes to the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I come to
the floor today to join my distin-
guished colleague from Georgia, and
having just heard the remarks, which
are right on target, from my colleague
from Arizona, addressing this issue of
taxation, where the country is going
and what we can do about it.

Mr. President, America was once the
most optimistic nation on the face of
this planet, but that is not the case
anymore. Today, thanks in large meas-
ure, | believe, to the incredible tax bur-
den that is placed on the backs of the
American people, Americans have lost
not only faith in Government, but they
have lost all hope in the future and
that the future will be better in some
way than the past.

You know, when my parents were
growing up, America was a place
where, if you worked hard and you
played by the rules, you could earn
enough to support your family and still
have a little something left over to put
away for the future, and maybe even
have a little bit to buy those little
extra special things in life. That was
what the American dream was all
about. But for most American families
today, the American dream is becom-
ing nothing but a nightmare.

When | was a child growing up, the
largest single expense that family had
was their home. It is no longer the
case. That largest single expense is the
tax bill. Today, Americans send more
each year to the tax collector than
they spend on food and on clothing and
on shelter.

In 1950, it took just a fraction of our
income to go towards our taxes. Today,
almost half of everything they earn,
the American family earns, goes to the
Government in some form or the
other—almost half of everything they
earn. No matter what they do, they
cannot get ahead. The harder they
work, the more taxes Washington
takes out of their pockets. The more
taxes they have to pay, the harder they
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work. That is what we mean when we
say we are caught in a tax trap. Wash-
ington ends up with more, but Amer-
ican families end up with less.

Mr. President, the American dream
was also about generational improve-
ment, about believing that our children
would have more opportunities, more
choices and a better life than their par-
ents. And, indeed, in America, they
should have. Why is it, then, that for
the first time in our great country’s
history, an entire generation of Ameri-
cans have lost hope and lost confidence
in the future? Why? How is it that we
have lost that vision, that belief in
unending dreams and in limitless possi-
bility? The answer is simple: Taxes.

Mr. President, for decades Washing-
ton has told America that everything
is OK. But, at the same time, Washing-
ton has spent our children’s inherit-
ance and undermined their future. For
decades, Government not only spent
more than it took in, but spent that
money unwisely. Just to pay for what?
A growing Washington bureaucracy, a
bureaucracy that has created and en-
couraged overlapping programs—over
160 different job training programs,
over 240 education programs, over 300
economic development programs, over
500 urban aid programs.

How does Washington pay for all of
these overlapping programs? By raising
taxes through the roof. It should not
surprise anyone that more and more
American families find it harder and
harder to make ends meet, that more
and more American families are forced
to live from one paycheck to the next
paycheck, that too many Americans
want to put something away for the fu-
ture, but they simply cannot, that al-
most every single American feels
squeezed by rising prices, higher taxes,
and stagnant wages.

Yet, Mr. President, while in the first
100 days of the new Republican Con-
gress we spent our time trying to cut
taxes, to give tax relief to that Amer-
ican family, Mr. Clinton spent his first
100 days in office trying to take more
of America’s hard-earned dollars.
Against unanimous Republican opposi-
tion, President Clinton imposed the
largest tax increase in the history of
this country—$265 billion, to be exact.
Yet, he still expects Americans to save
more and to give more, in spite of this
tax increase. No wonder most Ameri-
cans have lost hope. It is the Clinton
crunch. It is stagnant wages and higher
and higher taxes. That is what the
American taxpayer feels.

I repeat, the Clinton crunch is hurt-
ing America every day. The Clinton
crunch is hurting the American citizen
every day. The price of Mr. Clinton’s
tax trap is high. It not only costs the
typical American family $2,600 in high-
er taxes and lower earnings, but we
also pay the price of less savings, less
investment and a less certain future.
That is why, as we travel around our
various States from community to
community, we hear that the American
people are afraid. They are afraid that
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they are not going to be able to afford
that interest on their children’s college
loan. They are afraid they are not
going to be able to afford to buy that
first home. Why? Because interest
rates are too high. They are afraid they
are not going to be able to pay off their
own accumulating debt. They are
afraid that they will have nothing
saved by the time they retire.

Well, it is time to end the tax trap,
and we can end the tax trap. It is time
we gave the American people some
well-deserved tax relief. It is time we
return their power, that we return
their influence, that we return their
own earnings over to them and their
futures. And it is time we, once again,
encouraged economic growth, encour-
aged opportunity, encouraged wages,
encouraged savings, and returned that
hope and that optimism that is so
characteristic of the American people.

Mr. President, Government and bu-
reaucracies did not make America
great. People made America great, peo-
ple who worked hard, who saved for the
future, who saved and invested for
their children, who made the world a
better place for that next generation,
for their children, for their grand-
children. That is what made America
great.

Our goal, the Republican goal, is to
end the tax trap. Our goal is to help
Americans not only earn more money
but keep more of what they earn, so
they can do more for themselves, do
more for their families, do more for
their communities, so they can save
more for their children and their fu-
ture, and so they can give more to that
collection box on Sunday.

Yes, that is the legacy our parents
and grandparents left to us. It is the
legacy that all Americans inherited
from our Founding Fathers. Let us not
be the first generation who fails to pass
that legacy on.

Mr. President, | thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
appreciate the remarks of the Senator
from Tennessee. He is on target, as
usual.

HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, let
me just say that, again, | want to close
by talking about the fact that this
Congress, the 104th, the Senate and
House, has done remarkable work in
bringing to the country some relief in
the insurance marketplace for health
insurance.

We heard, in the last Congress, about
the large number of people who are dis-
advantaged in the insurance market-
place and that they lose their insur-
ance if they change jobs. The costs are
too high. A lot of young people do not
have insurance, or somebody who has
had a medical problem has difficulty
getting insurance. We oppose vehe-
mently the idea of a new massive Gov-
ernment takeover to run every aspect
of everybody’s decisions —families and
persons.
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Well, the principal advocates for a
Government takeover of health care
are now telling us that it is simply un-
acceptable that they are going to use
medical savings accounts, which is a
new opportunity in the marketplace.
The President and the Senator from
Massachusetts have keyed in on that
and said, no, that cannot be in the
marketplace. They are so opposed to
this concept that they are going to
block everything, leave the uninsured
uninsured, leave the person who cannot
move from one job to another unable to
do that, let the person sitting out here
—I1 met one of them just last week—
who cannot get insurance because of a
preexisting condition. Too bad. Let the
self-employed, who cannot deduct their
cost for insurance—they cannot deduct
it like somebody who works for a com-
pany—too bad, we do not like medical
savings accounts, even though the vast
number of Americans do. So we are
going to block it all, we are going to
filibuster this election of conferees to
bring a reasonable health care solution
to the country to the table. No, Amer-
ica, you cannot have it because the
new leadership and Senator Dole on
our side wants this new product called
medical savings accounts. So if it can-
not be their way, it will not be any
way.

If you really want to get to the bot-
tom line, | think that they would be
just as fine to let it go, not let this
come into place, so we can come back
with a new match of Government pro-
posal after the next election.

Mr. President, what do folks think
about these medical savings accounts?
Here is a quote: ““Today | would like to
appeal to President Clinton to please
support the MSA issue. Nearly 3 years
ago, we went to an MSA plan, and it
has been very helpful to us.”

Is this one of those rich people they
talk about? No, it is Penny Blubaugh,
secretary and part-time bus driver for
the Danville, OH, local school district.
She is asking the Senator from Massa-
chusetts and the President to let this
go through, saying that it has been
helpful to her. She would like others to
take advantage of it.

Here is another one: ““An amendment
to the health care package has been of-
fered to add a medical savings account
provision. The United Mine Workers
have a similar provision in our current
contract that is anticipated to produce
a significant savings to our previous
insurance.” This is a quote from a let-
ter to PAuUL SiMoN of Illinois from Dan
Reitz, political director of United Mine
Workers’ State chapter in lllinois.
That does not quite fit the picture of
this so-called rich beneficiary.

“Mr. President, we believe MSA’s
will be a huge benefit to the American
public. MSA’s are not a partisan issue.
Democrats supported MSA'’s in the 102d
and 103d Congress, and we support
them in this Congress because they are
a good idea. That increases access, con-
trols costs, and offers options.”” That is
in a letter to President Clinton from
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Democrat Congressmen BoB
TORRICELLI and ANDY JAcoBs of New
Jersey and Indiana.

Well, the list goes on and on, Mr.
President. They have talked about—
the Senator from Massachusetts and
the White House—that it only benefits
the wealthy and the healthy. But in
truth, regarding the experience of 2,000
companies with MSA'’s, a recent study
by the Rand Corp. shows that MSA’s
appeal to those of all income levels and
would attract those of all health condi-
tions, including the chronically ill. In
fact, | was at a press conference and a
press interview, and one of the persons
there supporting this had fought off
what might have been a terminal ill-
ness. So it is just inappropriate to
characterize this as just serving the
wealthy and the healthy.

Mr. President, | see the hour of time
which | control has expired. | will just
close by saying | hope that the White
House will implore the Senator from
Massachusetts to allow us to proceed
with the health care reform that helps
bring insurance to small businesses, to
small farmers, people looking for some
relief, people who are looking for a
friendlier work environment in order
to obtain health insurance. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has it all bot-
tled up. The Senator from Massachu-
setts has it all bottled up, and that
means millions of Americans are bot-
tled up. It is time to bring this to an
end and let these reforms became part
of the American workplace.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I wish the Chair a
good morning, and my colleague from
Georgia. | enjoyed his reflection on
health care.

addressed the

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT
TIMBER CONTRACT EXTENSION
ACT OF 1996

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
am going to speak on another subject
but it is equally important to my
State, and that the introduction by
myself along with Senator STEVENS
and Congressman YOUNG of a piece of
legislation known as the Environ-
mental Improvement Timber Contract
Extension Act of 1996. | introduced the
bill late yesterday, and | did not have
an opportunity to speak on it.

This particular piece of legislation
would provide for timber contract ex-
tension. The bill would extend for 15
years the long-term timber sale con-
tract on the Tongass National Forest
between the Forest Service and the
Ketchikan Pulp Corp. which is a sub-
sidiary of Louisiana Pacific. This ex-
tension would provide Ketchikan Pulp
with a stable timber supply over a suf-
ficient length of time to amortize the
cost of a new environmentally im-
proved pulp mill. Improvements and
energy efficiency equipment would be
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installed at a cost of somewhere be-
tween $150 million and $200 million.

It is interesting to reflect that when
this mill was first built back in the
mid-fifties the total cost of the mill
was somewhere in the area of $55 mil-
lion. In any event, Ketchikan Pulp
Corp.’s situation is extremely unique
because all of its timber comes from
the national forest. In my State of
Alaska there is no State forest of any
consequence in southeastern Alaska,
and the only private timber that is
available is owned by the Native re-
gional corporations.

We also have a unique difference in
that we have in the Tongass people
who live in the forest in the towns of
Ketchikan, Juneau, Wrangell, Peters-
burg, Sitka, Haines, Skagway are all in
the forest, and were in the forest before
the forest was created. And the theory
was when the Nation’s largest national
forest was created there would be suffi-
cient timber set aside for the modest
industry that was in existence. We
have seen some changes in that policy.

So | am introducing this bill as a re-
sult of, first, the important role that
Ketchikan Pulp plays in the social,
economic, and environmental vitality
of southeastern Alaska; two, the strong
bipartisan support within our State for
this action; three, the record from the
two field hearings which | held last
month in southeastern Alaska in Ju-
neau and Ketchikan which overwhelm-
ingly supports the introduction of this
legislation; fourth, the realization that
the performance of the Forest Service
strongly indicates that without some
congressional intervention the Ketch-
ikan Pulp mill will not survive without
an adequate supply of timber.

Let me elaborate on each of these
factors because they are important.

Let me describe the nature of the
southeast forest in the Tongass. Thirty
percent of our timber is dead or dying.
It is old growth, virgin timber. But as
with any living thing there is a process
of growing, maturing, and then the
death of the trees begin. The theory of
utilizing these trees which have
reached their maturity and are in the
process of dying is the forest process of
evolution which is associated with tim-
ber development. So what we have is a
product that is only suitable for wood
fiber, and as a consequence there is a
justification for the pulp mill. Without
the pulp mill, the lumber mill would be
less profitable and the pulp would have
to be exported creating virtually no
jobs in my State.

So let me share with you what the
forest told us about the evolution and
the importance of the contract with
southeastern Alaska as of May 28 at
the oversight hearing in Ketchikan:

The long-term contracts in Alaska which
required the construction and operation of
manufacturing facilities such as sawmills
and pulp mills facilitated the establishment
of a timber industry in Southeast Alaska.

Prior to the 1950’s, economic conditions in
Southeast Alaska were characterized as
boom-bust. Federal government employ-
ment, mining and salmon processing were
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the economic mainstays. After World War 11,
mining was essentially gone, leaving a small
local timber industry and commercial fish-
ing in the natural resources sector. Both the
timber and commercial fishing industries
were subject to market swings from year to
year and were seasonal in terms of employ-
ment. The United States favored the expan-
sion of the timber industry through several
long-term timber sales on the Tongass Na-
tional Forest to stabilize employment in
Southeast Alaska.

Making the best use of the timber on the
Tongass required having suitable markets
for both high and low quality timber and
species. The markets were largely export
markets in the Pacific Rim and were some-
what limited by the need to use most of the
timber for pulp. The Forest Service advo-
cated the use of long-term sales to establish
a pulp industry that would bring greater eco-
nomic diversity to the region and more year-
round employment. If successful, more serv-
ice and trade establishments were expected
to follow—creating greater tax bases, which
would provide opportunities for improved
services, such as schools, water, fire protec-
tion, and the like. For all of this to come to-
gether, however, the Forest Service had to
guarantee a long-term, stable timber supply
to attract outside capital investment.

I found this testimony compelling,
Mr. President. The Forest Service wit-
nesses recounted the decisions of their
predecessors back at the time right
after the war in the late 1940’s. Far-
sighted people recognized the nature
and the importance of the resource and
planning for an environmentally and
economically secure future. The Forest
Service recognized that, as a sole
owner of land and timber, it controlled
the economic and environmental vital-
ity of the region.

What is the situation today? Why has
it changed? Today Ketchikan Pulp
Corp.’s operations directly or indi-
rectly provide about 25 percent of the
total annual employment wages in
Ketchikan. Ketchikan Pulp Corp.’s mu-
nicipal real estate and sales tax gen-
erated about $13.6 million in revenues
in 1992.

More broadly, the southeastern Alas-
ka timber industry is the dominant
contributor to real estate development
in Ketchikan. More than 25 percent of
all the households are timber depend-
ent, and the typical timber employee
can purchase more than 90 percent of
the existing housing units. Ketchikan
Pulp comprises more than 50 percent of
the total borough’s industrial assessed
valuation.

I might add, Mr. President, that this
is the only year-round manufacturing
plant in our State of Alaska. So its im-
portance cannot be understated.

We have tourism and fishing that are
also important to the economy. But we
need all of our basic industries—tim-
ber, fishing, and tourism—in that part
of the State to maintain the healthy
economy in the region. Quite simply,
without some stability of timber sup-
ply, the economies of the region gen-
erally, and Ketchikan specifically, are
in trouble.

Perhaps that is why the proposal to
extend the KPC contract has received
broad, bipartisan support from elected
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officials throughout the State. Earlier
this year, the Alaska Senate voted 18
to 1 to support a resolution urging the
Congress to extend the contract. The
Alaska House voted 34 to 3 to support
the same measure. These are extraor-
dinary margins of support.

I will submit the resolution for the
RECORD at this time, and ask it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 40 IN THE

LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

Whereas, for the last 40 years, the timber
industry operating on national forest land in
Southeast Alaska has been the largest pri-
vate employer in Southeast Alaska; and

Whereas the United States Forest Service
strategy for creating permanent year-round
employment through a timber industry in
Southeast Alaska has been to offer long-
term contracts to attract pulp mills to use,
and add value to, low-grade and by-product
materials from timber harvesting; these pulp
mills serve as a market for pulp logs and
chips from the sawmills in Southeast Alas-
ka; and

Whereas pulp mills assure full utilization
and protect forest health by using that sig-
nificant portion of the Tongass National
Forest that consists of dead, dying, and over-
mature timber; and

Whereas, since passage of the Tongass Tim-
ber Reform Act of 1990 (TTRA), a pulp mill
and a major sawmill have closed, and more
than 40 percent of the timber industry has
been lost due, in part, to the failure of the
United States Forest Service to make avail-
able the approximately 420,000,000 board feet
per year needed to meet the jobs protection
promises made by those who sought passage
of the TTRA, all of which has created severe
social and economic harm to the timber in-
dustry, its workers, and timber-dependent
communities in Southeast Alaska; and

Whereas another of the reasons for the clo-
sure of the Sitka pulp mill was the adverse
economic impacts of unilateral changes to
its long-term contract made by the TTRA,
those unilateral changes also adversely im-
pact the economics of the Ketchikan Pulp
Company (KPD) contract; and

Whereas KPC, which obtained a long-term
contract to help create year-round jobs in
Southeast Alaska, is the sole remaining pulp
mill in Alaska, a major employer in South-
east Alaska, and the market for pulp logs
and chips from all the other sawmills in
Southeast Alaska; and

Whereas the loss of the KPC pulp mill
would lead to the loss of the entire industry
now operating on the Tongass National For-
est with devastating social and economic ef-
fects on families and communities through-
out Southeast Alaska; and

Whereas KPC pulp mill faces an uncertain
future, not of its own making, as a result of
the continuing log shortage created by the
failure of the United States Forest Service
to meet its volume and requirements under
KPC’s contract and the TTRA, as a result of
the adverse economic impacts to its long-
term contract caused by the unilateral
TTRA changes, and as a result of the re-
quirement that more than $155,000,000 in cap-
ital expenditures be made over the next few
years to meet new and ever changing federal
environmental standards and operating
needs; and

Whereas, as a matter of economic common
sense, KPC cannot make all the necessary
expenditures without the federal government
extending its contract for a sufficient period
to amortize those expenditures, without an
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adequate supply of timber, and without
modifying those portions of the unilateral
TTRA contract changes that have adversely
impacted the contract’s economics; and

Whereas the legislature finds that an addi-
tional 15 years is a minimum reasonable pe-
riod to extend the KPC’s timber sale con-
tract to allow such amortization and to pro-
vide opportunities for value-added alter-
natives that maximize the number of jobs
and assures environmentally sound oper-
ations; and

Whereas the legislature finds that suffi-
cient timber must be made available to
maintain the KPC contract, to provide
100,000,000 board feet for the contracts to
small business, and to reopen the Wrangell
facility and a by-product facility in Stika; be
it

Resolved, That the Alaska State Legisla-
ture respectfully urges the Alaska delegation
in Congress and the Governor to take all
steps necessary, this year, to extend the
Ketchikan Pulp Company long-term con-
tract for an additional 15 years and modify
those portions of the contract which the
TTRA unilaterally impacted, because such
an extension and modification are critical to
the environmental, social, and economic
well-being of the Tongass National Forest
timber workers, their families, and timber-
dependent communities in Southeast Alaska
and because such an extension is in the pub-
lic interest of the State of Alaska; and be it
further.

Resolved, That the Tongass National Forest
should be managed for a healthy and diversi-
fied economy for the benefit of all users, in-
cluding value-added forest products, com-
mercial and sport fishing, seafood process-
ing, tourism, subsistence, sport hunting, and
local businesses that provide goods and serv-
ices; and be it further.

Resolved, That the Alaska State Legisla-
ture also respectfully urges the Alaska Con-
gressional Delegation, the Governor, and the
United States Forest Service to take action
this year to assure that sufficient timber be
made available as part of any revision of the
Tongass Land-Use Management Plan to
maintain the Ketchikan Pulp Company con-
tract, to provide 100,000 board feet for small
business contracts, and to reopen the
Wrangell facility and a by-product facility in
Sitka.

Copies of this resolution shall be sent to
the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the
United States; the Honorable Daniel R.
Glickman, Secretary of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture; the Honorable Bruce Babbitt,
Secretary of the U.S. Department of the In-
terior; the Honorable Newt Gingrich, Speak-
er of the U.S. House of Representatives; the
Honorable Strom Thurmond, President Pro
Tempore of the U.S. Senate; and to the hon-
orable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank
Murkowski, U.S. Senators and the Honorable
Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of
the Alaska delegation in Congress.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Further, the Gov-
ernor joined in, offering his support for
congressional action to extend the con-
tract. In a May 23 letter to me, Gov.
Tony Knowles informed me that the
State of Alaska supports a KPC con-
tract extension, contingent on KPC’s
agreement with the following five prin-
ciples: to protect the environment,
Alaska jobs, and other forest users; and
to utilize the Tongass Land Manage-
ment Planning [TLMP] process and
value-added processing techniques. |
am pleased to say that these conditions
have been agreed to by KPC and are in-
cluded in the compromise legislation |
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have introduced today. | will include
the Governor’s letter for the RECORD.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD as well.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATE OF ALASKA,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Washington, DC, May 23, 1996.
Hon. FRANK MURKOWSKI,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MURKOWSKI: On behalf of
Governor Tony Knowles, | hereby submit, for
the hearing record, the attached letter from
the Governor to Mr. Mark Suwyn, Chairman
of Louisiana-Pacific Corporation, concerning
a possible contract extension for the Ketch-
ikan Pulp Company (KPC).

As the attached letter indicates, the State
of Alaska supports a KPC contract exten-
sion, contingent on KPC’s agreement with
the following five principles: to protect with
environment, Alaska jobs, and other forest
users; and to utilize the Tongass land Man-
agement Planning (TLMP) process and
value-added processing techniques. The
State’s support for a contract extension,
however, leaves for the federal public process
to resolve the issues of volume, contract du-
ration, and pricing structure.

With respect to the TLMP process, which
we understand you are also having hearings
on, the State continues to provide informa-
tion and comments to the United States For-
est Service in an effort to develop a manage-
ment plan for the Tongass that is based on
sound science, prudent management, and
meaningful public participation.

In addition to this letter for the record,
the State plans to be represented at the
hearings by Veronica Slajer, of the Depart-
ment of Commerce and Economic Develop-
ment, who will be in attendance to listen to
the testimony of the witnesses. As we in-
formed your staff earlier, Ms. Slajer will not
be testifying at the hearings, but the State
is interested in learning about what others
think about these issues so that the State
can incorporate these thoughts in the formu-
lation of State policy.

Thank you for considering the State’s
views.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. KATZ,
Director of State/Federal Relations and
Special Counsel to the Governor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. After receiving
these views from the legislature and
the Governor, | scheduled two over-
sight hearings on May 28 and May 29 in
Ketchikan and Juneau, respectively.
What | heard at these hearings was
overwhelming support for the legisla-
ture’s resolution, the Governor’s ac-
tion, and the extension of the KPC con-
tract. | heard from tourism interests,
bankers, and fishermen who supported
the contract extension. While not
unanimous, the preponderance of testi-
mony offered over the 2 days—and |
might add there were demonstrators
who marched in Ketchikan, as well as
in Juneau. Most of them, | am pleased
to say, wanted to extend the contract—
a larger portion, of course, in Ketch-
ikan. These people recognize that there
is no alternative source of timber
available.

Last, I am introducing this legisla-
tion today because | have finally lost
confidence in the ability of the Forest
Service to provide a stable and sustain-
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able supply of timber for southeast
Alaska. Over the past few years, the
agency has fallen further and further
behind in keeping a working timber
sale pipeline. This problem has wors-
ened despite the efforts of Senator STE-
VENS to provide the agency with addi-
tional funding for timber sale prepara-
tion. Consequently, more than half of
the operating mills in southeast Alas-
ka have closed their doors during the
last few years during this administra-
tion’s watch. KPC is the last remaining
pulp mill in the State. We only have
the one.

This situation is absolutely critical.
The Tongass is our Nation’s largest na-
tional forest. Yet the level of economic
activity associated with the production
of forest products is very small, and
sinking. We have only one pulpmill and
a few scattered sawmills left. Employ-
ment in the industry has fallen 40 per-
cent since 1990. New Yorkers burn more
wood in their fireplaces and stoves
than we harvest in southeast Alaska
each year. Yet we have the largest of
all our national forests.

In its May 28 testimony, the Forest
Service acknowledged that the con-
tract with Ketchikan Pulp Co. [KPC]
has played an important role in the de-
velopment of Alaska’s resources in
southeast. Given this admission, one
would think that the Forest Service
would want to see the mill stay. One
would expect the Forest Service to
weigh in in favor of a contract exten-
sion. But not so.

In very disappointing testimony, the
agency maintained that the terms of
the existing contract provide that all
obligations and requirements of the
long-term contract must be satisfied
on or before June 30, 2004. In response
to questions about any future obliga-
tions past that date, the agency in-
sisted that it has none—none. This tes-
timony was offered even though the
preamble to the contract discusses a
commitment to a permanent economic
base.

On the question of whether Congress
should extend the contract, the Forest
Service testified that a long-term com-
mitment of resources through a timber
contract could further affect the flexi-
bility of management on the Tongass—
I do not know what that means, but I
have an idea—and, further, that we are
committed to completing the revision
of the Tongass land management plan
before we begin any discussion of fu-
ture long-term commitments to timber
related industries in Southeast. Yet in
response to questions, the agency wit-
nesses could not tell me: First, whether
such commitments could be made
within the latitude provided by the
range of alternatives in the draft
TLMP; second, whether additional Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act anal-
ysis would be required; or third, wheth-
er such commitments would actually
be precluded by the selected alter-
native of the final plan. The testimony
was extremely unsettling. It convinced
me that either the Forest Service and/
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or the administration would like to see
the KPC mill go away.

They have apparently no interest in
seeing KPC invest $200 million to pio-
neer chlorine-free manufacturing tech-
nology that could benefit environ-
mental control efforts nationwide. |
think this is also tragic.

Mr. President, the simple facts are
that without the contract extension
KPC will be unable to amortize the re-
quired capital investments for environ-
mental improvements, and it will go
away. The company’s new CEO also
testified on May 28. He was refresh-
ingly, if not reassuringly, frank. He
said:

In the very near future, we have to decide
whether to continue the large investments
required to make KPC viable or whether the
losses currently being inflicted by the inap-
propriate implementation of the contract
can be carried any longer. Now, we are going
to make that decision relatively soon. This
is not an issue for the year 2003. This is a 1996
issue and decision.

We will make that decision, first of all,
based on just to keep running today we must
have the Forest Service meet the intent of
the long-term bilateral contract, including
the volume and pricing provisions. And,
then, secondly, to continue to invest at the
rapid rate that we are right now, millions of
dollars per quarter, this revised version of
the long-term contract must be extended a
minimum of 15 years at an offering level of
192 million board feet per year.

The people of KPC and the thousands of
people who have worked with us have met
its—their contractual obligations to develop
the economy and provide permanent, year-
round employment for Southeast Alaska. We
want the government to meet its contractual
obligation to provide a sufficient volume of
economically viable timber in a timely fash-
on.

Some in southeast Alaska suggest
that the region does not need the KPC
pulpmill to have a successful and sus-
tainable timber industry. What is need-
ed, in their opinion, is to eliminate the
monopoly contract and develop more
small, value-added manufacturing fa-
cilities.

This is wishful thinking. The inde-
pendent mill witnesses at our hearings
indicated that the lack of a stable tim-
ber supply will preclude any additional
investments in southeast Alaska. The
manufacture of pulp is a higher value
added process than any of the alter-
natives suggested by opponents of the
pulpmill. The loss of the pulpmill will
destabilize the industry and the infra-
structure of the region, and have a
chilling effect on future industry in-
vestments. Available capital will mi-
grate to other regions.

Mr. President, | cannot stand idly by
and watch the town of Ketchikan die. |
will not. | have introduced and ask re-
spectful consideration of, the Environ-
mental Improvement Timber Contract
Extension Act. A copy of the bill and a
section-by-section analysis was in-
cluded.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico, under a pre-
vious order, has a period of 15 minutes
under his control.
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The Chair recognizes the Senator
from New Mexico.

USE THE DISASTER RESERVE OF
GRAIN

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, | will
try to talk for a few minutes here to
alert my colleague and anybody watch-
ing about the importance of a Senate
resolution which 1 submitted, along
with Senators DASCHLE and DOMENICI
and PRESSLER and LEAHY. That is Sen-
ate Resolution 259. It was agreed to by
unanimous consent. | call on the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to give that reso-
lution very serious consideration.

The resolution simply states that it
is the sense of the Senate that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture should use the
disaster reserve of grain, which is
under his authority, to alleviate the
distress of livestock producers. This
should be done in the most efficient
manner practicable, including cash
payments from the sale of commodities
that are in the disaster reserve.

The disaster reserve currently has
about 44 million bushels of grain. The
Secretary of Agriculture has two
choices, essentially, as to how to pro-
ceed in compliance with the resolution.
He can transport the grain from the
Midwest, where it is currently stored,
to the southwest, where that grain is
needed.

Of course, this kind of an option
would be time consuming; it would be
inefficient. The other alternative, and
that is what we urge in our resolution,
is that he could sell the grain on the
open market and use the proceeds from
the sale as cash payments to livestock
producers who are in the most distress.
This action would provide significant
relief to ranchers in New Mexico and in
many other States.

Mr. President, the resolution | have
referred to represents one of several ef-
forts that we have made to provide im-
mediate assistance to livestock produc-
ers. Those in the livestock industry
cannot wait for the normal period that
it takes to pass legislation in this Con-
gress.

Many people have had to sell their
cattle because they could not afford to
feed those cattle. To bring a calf to
market today, to get it up to the
weight where you can bring it to mar-
ket, a rancher is required to spend
about $350 on grain. Under the present
circumstances, he could be expected to
sell that calf for $200 or less. That, of
course, does not make sense. Many
ranchers have had to sell their entire
herds now, at this point, when the price
of cattle is at a near all-time low.

A rancher from Quay County in my
State on the east side of New Mexico
reported that semis loaded with cattle
have had to wait up to 18 hours to be
unloaded at the slaughterhouse in Her-
eford, TX. The cattle that remain on
the range are in poor health.

Twenty-two of the thirty-three New
Mexico counties have been declared
disaster drought areas. Farmers in
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these counties, in many cases, have
had to plow their fields into large clods
to keep the wind from blowing precious
topsoil away.

Without question, the current hard-
ships affect the entire community. In
certain areas of New Mexico, banks are
having to let ranchers and farmers pay
only interest on their loans.

This drought has also started an
early fire season with very devastating
results in my State. As of May 5, fires
had burned 162,000 acres of Federal land
in the two States of Arizona and New
Mexico. This figure is twice the area
burned in the entire year of 1995. As a
result, in our State, fireworks have
been banned statewide.

Part of my State did receive rain in
the last 2 days. However, as welcome as
that rain is, it is clearly not enough.
We have talked to various extension of-
fices around New Mexico, and the indi-
cations are that the amount of rain re-
ceived was very sparse and widely dis-
tributed. In Chaves County, the exten-
sion office indicated that they received
one-tenth of an inch of rain in areas
that are usually farmed, and even less
than that in grazing areas.

The normal rainfall from January
until the present time is about 2
inches. In Eddy County, in the south-
east part of our State, they reported
they had a few drops of rain a few days
ago. Roosevelt County, on the east side
of New Mexico, had one-half inch in the
town of Portales, but less out in the
county. Lincoln County indicated that
there was some rain in Carrizozo, none
out in the rest of the county.

Mr. President, let me show a chart
which | think makes the case much
better than a description by me could
make. This is the Palmer drought
index, which is the primary way in
which people in the weather predicting
business and weather analysis business
determine the extent of the drought
that is being experienced.

This is a map as of May 25 of this
year. It is the most recent map.
Though the map was made on June 4, it
is valid for the period up through May
25.

This shows that the blue, or tur-
quoise areas on the map are those
which are considered moist, by normal
standards.

The yellow areas—and you can see
much of the Northeast is having a
moist season so far this year—the yel-
low areas are normal.

The tan areas are moderate.

The reddish areas are severe drought.

And then the purple areas are listed
as extreme drought.

You can see the very large area
throughout the Southwest that is list-
ed as experiencing extreme drought
conditions under this map. Most of my
State, most of Arizona, much of Cali-
fornia, much of Nevada are listed in ex-
treme drought conditions. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is not a modest problem; it is
a very serious problem for the State.

We have seen some measures taken
to deal with this hardship, but they are
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not enough. The President has an-
nounced some actions, but | believe we
must pursue all avenues available. For
this reason, | continue to encourage
the Senate to take up and to pass a bill
that | introduced on May 13, S. 1743,
the Temporary Emergency Livestock
Feed Assistance Act of 1996. We re-
quested the Secretary of Agriculture to
give us his comments on that bill, and
I have a letter from him, which | ask
unanimous consent be printed in the
REecoRrD following my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me read two or three sentences from
that. The Secretary of Agriculture, in
this letter dated the 12th of June, says:

The Department of Agriculture supports
the concept and intent of the proposed legis-
lation as a means to provide some form of as-
sistance to livestock producers who cannot
receive assistance under either crop insur-
ance or the Noninsured Crop Disaster Assist-
ance Program, as the administration pro-
posed in legislation submitted to Congress
last year in formulating the 1996 farm bill.

He goes on to say:

The extension proposed in S. 1743 could be
operated through the current LFP policy and
procedure with very limited changes. There-
fore, if the legislation were enacted, it could
be implemented in a very short timeframe.

Under the bill, Mr. President, the
producers who have suffered at least a
40-percent loss of feed production
would be able to apply for assistance
through their local farm service agen-
cy. The livestock eligible would be cat-
tle, sheep and goats.

The old program was funded through
the Commodity Credit Corporation.
This bill changes that funding mecha-
nism. S. 1743 targets $18 million from
the Cottonseed and Sunflower Seed Oil
Export Assistance Program. If market
conditions remain the same, we are in-
formed that these funds will go
unspent this year unless we use them
for the purpose that we have des-
ignated in S. 1743.

Mr. President, we now have 16 co-
sponsors for this legislation. It is a
very impressive bipartisan group of co-
sponsors: Senators DASCHLE, DOMENICI,

BAucus, GRAMM, DORGAN, GRASSLEY,
EXON, HATCH, HARKIN, INHOFE, JOHN-
STON, KL, FEINSTEIN, PRESSLER,

HuTcHisoN, and KAsseBAuM are all co-
sponsors of the legislation with me. |
urge other Senators to join us in this
legislation.

This bipartisan bill will give imme-
diate relief to the livestock industry. |
know there are some in this body who
hesitate to resurrect a program that
was eliminated in the recently enacted
farm bill, but let me point out that S.
1743 addresses many of the reasons that
the program was eliminated and cor-
rects the problems.

Several provisions have been placed
into the bill to guard against some of
the abuses that had been pointed out in
the program previously. For example, a
rancher must have owned or leased the
livestock covered in our proposed legis-
lation for at least 180 days. If the
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rancher has not owned or leased the
livestock for the required time, there
are certain exceptions that the Sec-
retary would have to approve. This will
ensure that additional livestock are
not purchased for the sole purpose of
benefiting from this program.

Also there is language that allows
the Secretary to determine the quan-
tities of forage sufficient to maintain
livestock based on the normal carrying
capacity of the land. The language is
intended to discourage anyone from
overstocking the land above the carry-
ing capacity and receiving assistance
for that effort.

Further, S. 1743 would not revive the
program indefinitely. This bill pro-
poses to allow the program to exist
only through 1996. That year, of course,
is essentially half over. The practical
effect of S. 1743 is that it would provide
short-term assistance for the livestock
industry until adequate rain does
come.

S. 1743 differs significantly from the
livestock feed program in regard to
how it is funded. We have identified $18
million that will go unspent this fiscal
year. The old program was funded
through the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration. We do not upset any of the
funding mechanisms created in the
newly enacted farm bill. Instead we
spend money that otherwise would be
returned to the Treasury.

As | have stated, Mr. President, the
livestock industry in my State and in
much of the Southwest needs imme-
diate relief. Until the livestock indus-
try receives some immediate assist-
ance, | ask the Senate to continue
moving ahead with Senate bill 1743.
Given the choice of whether this $18
million is to be used for drought emer-
gency or returned to the Treasury, |
believe the choice is clear, given the
crisis that we face.

Mr. President, as | indicated a week
or so ago speaking on the floor on this
same subject, we cannot legislate rain.
But we can legislate some measure of
relief during this time of crisis. We
should do so. | urge my colleagues to
join me in doing so. Mr. President, |
yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, June 12, 1996.
Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN,
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR JEFF: This is in response to your re-
quest for comments regarding S. 1743, a bill
“To provide temporary emergency livestock
feed assistance for certain producers, and for
other purposes.”

S. 1743, basically mirrors the Livestock
Feed Program (LFP) that was suspended, for
crop years 1996 through 2002, by the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996, signed on April 4, 1996, with two excep-
tions: (1) eligible livestock, which the pro-
posed legislation limits to cattle, sheep, and
goats; and (2) funding. Funds for the expired
program originated in the Commodity Credit
Corporation, whereas the proposed legisla-
tion specifies that the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall use not more than $18 million
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that otherwise would have been made avail-
able to carry out the cottonseed oil and
sunflowerseed oil export assistance programs
established under section 301(b) of the Disas-
ter Assistance Act of 1988.

The Department of Agriculture (USDA)
supports the concept and intent of the pro-
posed legislation as a means to provide some
form of assistance to livestock producers
who cannot receive assistance under either
crop insurance or the Noninsured Crop Disas-
ter Assistance Program (NAP), as the Ad-
ministration proposed in legislation submit-
ted to Congress last year in formulating the
1996 Farm Bill. The extension proposed in S.
1743 could be operated through the current
LFP policy and procedure with very limited
changes. Therefore, if the legislation were
enacted, it could be implemented in a very
short timeframe.

The long-term Palmer Index, as of May 11,
1996, indicates that extreme drought cur-
rently is occurring in parts of Arizona, Cali-
fornia, New Mexico, Nevada, Texas, and
Utah. The Palmer Index also shows that se-
vere drought is occurring in parts of Arizona,
Colorado, Kansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
Texas, and Utah.

USDA would support S. 1743 if it were
modified so that benefits under the proposed
legislation would be made available only to
those producers who are not eligible to re-
ceive assistance under NAP or crop insur-
ance. If careful consideration is not given to
eligibility criteria, the $18 million funding
provided for the legislation will be inad-
equate. NAP assistance on privately-owned
land is available for seeded forage and for na-
tive forage. On Federal or State-owned lands,
NAP assistance is available only for seeded
forage. Vegetation occurring naturally with-
out seeding is considered native forage.
Seeded forage is defined as acreage which is
mechanically seeded with grasses or other
vegetation at regular intervals, at least
every 7 years, in accordance with good farm-
ing practices.

Because LFP benefits may fluctuate fre-
quently during the feeding period, it would
be advisable to provide for a 30-day sign-up
period in order to make an early determina-
tion of potential expenditures and to issue
advance payments accordingly.

The requirements in section 6, of the pro-
posed bill, Report on Use of Disaster Reserve
for Livestock Assistance, are extraneous,
and need not be included. the Administration
is quickly developing a mechanism for dis-
tributing the Disaster Reserve stocks and
will announce it very soon.

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that there is no objection to the pres-
entation of this report from the standpoint
of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
DAN GLICKMAN,
Secretary.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | un-
derstand that the leader has some 20
minutes of time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. | yield myself 12 min-
utes of the leader’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. | thank you.
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MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
House and the Senate Republican com-
promise on medical savings accounts is
a capitulation to House Republicans
who are more interested in creating an
issue and serving a special interest
constituency than in passing a bill.

I listened with interest to speeches
this morning that accused the Demo-
crats of blocking health reform by not
agreeing to the appointment of con-
ferees. This kind of claim cannot pass
the truth-in-advertising test. Let us
look at the record. Medical savings ac-
counts was defeated by the full Senate.
The health insurance reform bill passed
the Senate by 100 to 0 without medical
savings accounts—100 to 0 without
medical savings accounts.

When the majority leader attempted
to appoint conferees, he proposed a
stacked conference—a degree of tilting
unprecedented in the last three con-
ferences. His only goal was to assure
the bill that came out of the con-
ference included this bill-killer provi-
sion. The Democrats will not consent
to this abuse of congressional proce-
dures. And we will continue to fight to
pass a bill the President can sign, a bill
that will improve health insurance, not
ruin it.

We are ready to talk to the Repub-
licans anywhere, any time. We do not
need a conference to work out this leg-
islation, if the Republicans are willing
to compromise. But we will not agree
to a conference that has the sole goal
of assuring the death of this bill by in-
cluding in it an unacceptable provision
rejected by the Senate.

Let us be clear about who is blocking
health reform. Health reform passed
the Senate 100 to 0. It was a clean, bi-
partisan bill. If it were passed by the
House today it would be signed by the
President tomorrow. The American
people are tired of partisan bickering.
They want us to pass the bill that
passed the Senate with unanimous sup-
port. The American people deserve to
have insurance reform enacted. The
House Republicans should not be try-
ing to kill it by insisting on an ex-
treme partisan agenda.

Medical savings accounts have be-
come the Trojan horse that could de-
stroy health insurance reform. This un-
tried and dangerous proposal does not
belong in the consensus insurance re-
form bill. It has already been rej